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OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 
REVIEW OF THE DEPARTMENT?’S ARREST, BOOKING, 
AND CHARGING REPORTS AUDIT 


PURPOSE 


The Office of the Inspector General (OIG) has completed a review of the Los Angeles Police 
Department’s Arrest, Booking, and Charging Reports Audit (Audit) that was conducted by Internal 
Audits and Inspections Division (IAID) and approved by the Board of Police Commissioners on 
October 25, 2011. The OIG’s review assessed the Audit for completeness, quality, and findings. 


BACKGROUND 


The objective of the Audit was to assess the legality of actions taken by officers throughout the 
arrest process, which involved the initial contact, detention, search, arrest, admonition of Miranda 
warnings, and booking of arrestees. While other requirements factor into an arrest, such as 
compliance with operational and tactical procedures, they do not directly affect the legality of an 
officer’s actions and, as such, were not reviewed in the Audit. 


The Audit selected a random sample of 61 arrest report packages from a data run provided by 
Information Technology Division. The sample was selected from Deployment Period Nos. 4 and 5 
of 2011 (March 27 to May 21). The Audit tested and reported compliance rates for 15 objectives. 


Note: The prior year’s Audit rates were included for comparison purposes. 
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Consistency of Information 72/72 100% 61/61 100% 
2. Legality of Underlying Actions 
2(a) Articulation of Reasonable Suspicion for Detention 72/72 100% 61/61 100% 
2(b) Articulation of Probable Cause to Arrest 72/72 100% 61/61 100% 
2(c) Articulation of Legal Basis for Search 36/36 100% 30/30 100% 
2(d) Articulation of Legal Basis for Seizure 40/40 100% 27/27 100% 
2(e) Miranda Rights 72/72 100% 37/37 100% 
3. Conformance with Department Procedures 
3(a) Watch Commander Inspection and Review 72/72 100% 61/61 100% 
3(b) Other Conformance with Department Procedures 
i. Documentation of Miranda Responses 55/57 97% 34/37 92% 
ii. Documentation of Medical Treatment 26/28 93% 13/13 100% 
iii. Recovery, Disposition/Handling of Property/Evidence 13/13 100% 6/6 100% 
iv. Issuance of Receipt for Property Taken Into Custody 43/43 100% 27/27 100% 
v. Marsy’s Rights Card Provided Not Assessed | 21/24 88% 
4. Supervisory Oversight 
4(a) Approval of Arrest Report 70/72 97% 60/61 98 % 
4(b) Booking Approval 68/68 100% 59/61 97% 
4c) Post-Incident Supervisory Review 66/72 92% 50/61 82%! 








' The OIG confirmed with IAID that the correct rate reported for Objective 4(c) should have been 84% (51/61). 
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OBJECTIVES 


The OIG reviewed the audit work associated with each of the 15 audit objectives for completeness, 
quality, and findings, as follows: 


Completeness 
e Determine if the Audit tested and reported a compliance rate for each audit objective. 


e Determine if the Audit identified complete populations from which to select the samples. 


Quality 

e Determine if there was evidence of supervisory review. 

e Determine if the Audit used an appropriate sampling methodology and appropriate testing to 
address the high-risk Department policies and procedures for arrests. 

e Determine if the Audit completely and accurately reported the purpose, methodology, 
objectives, results, and detailed findings. 


Findings 
e Determine if IAID reported all significant findings, and if all reported findings were valid. 


METHODOLOGY 


To assess the completeness, quality, and findings of the Audit, the OIG randomly selected and 
reviewed a sub-sample of 26 of the 61 arrest report packages in the Audit’s sample. This sub- 
sample size of 26 was calculated based on a 95% confidence level, an expected error rate of 5%, 
and a plus-precision of 6%.” 


RESULTS 


Completeness 


The OIG determined that the Audit tested and reported a compliance rate for all 15 audit objectives. 
The OIG determined, via interviews and document reviews, that the Audit identified a complete 
population from which to select its sample of 61 arrest report packages. As such, the Audit met the 
OIG’s standard for completeness. 


Quality 


The OIG determined that there was evidence of supervisory review. The OIG also determined that 
the Audit used an appropriate sampling methodology and appropriate testing to address the high- 
risk Department policies and procedures for arrests. Furthermore, the OIG determined that the 
Audit completely and accurately reported the purpose, methodology, results, and detailed findings. 





? This sample size calculation formula represents a generally accepted auditing practice. A detailed explanation of each 
parameter is available from the OIG Audit Section. 
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During its review, however, the OIG found that one Audit objective was not sufficiently defined to 
fully describe the scope of testing. 


Objective 2(c) — Articulation of Legal Basis for Search, cites as its foundation sections of the 
Department Manual as well as provisions of the United States Constitution. The objective states 
that, “Department personnel are required to document the legal basis for conducting searches 
and seizures, which include the following: search warrants, probable cause, incident to arrest, 
consent, or exigent circumstances.” The Audit reported that 30 of the 61 arrests resulted in a 
search being conducted. Believing that officers routinely search suspects incident to arrest, the 
OIG questioned whether more than 30 of the arrests involved searches. 


Internal Audits and Inspections Division clarified the relative number of searches by relating 
that searches incident to arrest were not included in their Audit scope. According to IAID, 
because it is inherent that for every lawful arrest there is probable cause to justify a lawful 
search of the arrestee, testing searches incident to arrest would be irrelevant and therefore, were 
not considered for Objective No. 2(C). However, as the Audit Report did not contain an 
explanation for which types of searches would not be considered for testing, the OIG found the 
Report ambiguous when it reported, “Each package was examined and assessed to evaluate the 
legality of the search, including booking searches involving strip and visual body cavity 
searches.” 


The OIG determined that the remaining objectives were completely and accurately reported. As 
such, the OIG determined that the Audit met the OIG’s standard for quality. 


Findings 


The OIG determined that IAID reported all significant findings, and that all reported findings were 
valid. As such, the Audit met the OIG’s standard for findings. 


MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

The Commanding Officer of IAID expressed general agreement with the review. 

CONCLUSION 

The OIG concluded that this Audit met the OIG’s standard for completeness, quality, and findings. 


This conclusion was supported by the OIG’s re-performance of the audit tests performed by IAID 
on a sub-sample of 26 arrest packages. 


